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he Bureau of Prisons (BOP) is the largest cor

the number of prisocBOWasuerdeéenbiishpdriandil®s8do

federal inmates, professionalize the prison s
administration of ?the federal prison system

e eBOBpfrh92@, 14 facilities thiuBty hehled appr ¢
fBOMM%4d0 ,e x panded to 24 facilitie%Thtehat held
number of inmates in the federal prison system,
xely 24,000 forTHhdbee gneaxti nfgotthre F¥cl®BeAsl. pri s
ati mena mlhya b 4 © eddeac atdher eiencr e a s e . The total nu ml
jurisdiction imdiye@25ed 00r dmldO0BYDOROifmotF¥2Od 5
een FY1980 and FY20T13, then federage prbgpon po
o0x19adt aIlnynai ,ebtso waenvneura,l Ityh.e niunmbtehre offe dienmrmaalt epsr i s
emr daoend FY2013 to FY2015

w
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The U. S. Semme sl PEOP and baheoliadent i fied several
nges over the past thntde ¢Gawhvd hfaddbai sbave co
ul ation:

e increthesnumber of federal offenses subject t
sentences,

e changes to the federal c¢criminal code that ha:n
of fenses, and

the el i miamrdotliecon o f

There are a number of policy avenues 1lawmakers ¢
address the growth inS¢therdedaphi aps expanpopgl &t
capacity of the federal prison system, continued
placing 1inmat eseiitnh eprr icvoanttei npurei soornse x pand current
However, Congredesr mdlgantgiadg os ecmensadaxisting correc
policies as a means of addressing some of the 1is
popul ation. Some of these options include placin
suchprabation, or expanding early release options
credit or allowing inmates to be placed on parol
the amount of time inmates arieng nmamdaetrarnry dmii mi

1E. Ann CarsonPrisoners in 2014U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, NC248955, Washington, DC, SeptemBén5, p. 3

2U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisédmut the Bureau of Prisong. 1.

3 U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisstistorical Information http://www.bop.govébouthistory!

41bid.

51bid.

6 Data on the number of inmates in the federal prison system is providedApptaedix.

7 For more information on this issue, see U.S. Sentencing CommiB&port to Congress: Mandatory Minimum
Penalties in the Federal Criminal Justice Syst¥#ashington, DC, October 2011; Erik Luna and Paul G. Cassell,
“Mandat ory GHrdozo baw Reviewo]. 32, no. 1 (September 2010); James E. Felman, on behalf of the
American Bar Association, statement before the United States Sentencing Commission in the Hearing on Mandatory
Minimums, May 27, 2010; Kamala MalliKane, Barbara Parthasainy, and William AdamsExamining Growth in

the Federal Prison Population, 1998 to 20The Urban Institute, Washington, DC, September 2012; and U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisddistorical Information http://www.bop.gowdbouthistory/.

Congressional Research Service R42937 - VERSION 7 - UPDATED 1



The Federal Prison Population Buildup: Options for Congress
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A Brief Overview of the Issue
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Th@overnment Accountabil i BQF Odds cee { GAD) chpblker
resulting from the increasing n dAmcbceorr doifn gi ntnma t e s

GAOBOPeported

e increased use of dwhuibclhe barnidn gtsr itpolgee tbhuenrk ifnogr, 1
periods of time iofmaveel wnth anldimbhee posknt i

e waiting 1ists for epdruocgartainosn, awnhdi cdhr ucga nt rpeoastem ear
to institutional securitmagkyriemcsreasing 1 nmat
recidrievdiusecmi ng benefits these programs can pro

e | itnki meaningful wowhiephpermnthuniltsioescontribute t
1dl eness

e crowded visiting rooms, which can make t  di f
famidndeds ;

e increcas<tdtiafma twehtiicchs can comprobmj se institut:i
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ncreasoivieg tsisnbesf dagrhd | ¢ r-edmefagcemmiifiication

GAO al s o tnhoet egdr otvhiantg f e der al BOP®Bi simnf rpos pwhluacthiva re
was designed to manageBOR ss maall sl oc mafsapcmiigns gmnaiinpcorpgen b a ©

costs as older facilities age.

i

The burgeoning prison population has contributed
federal pYBOBnnapptsivopnnsi ai ncr e a sbeidl Imioorne ftrhoamm F$Y71.918 0
($330nmit dblioh Y2807i.141Bi%oRn )e x panding budget 1is start.i
l ar ger shheapraer tonfe nt'sh e¢ IdGrJeyrsatlilc ea nn w,a | mapmpirmgp rtilmati on
funding f ors otnhes yfsetdeenr amli gphrti § tadi ngiofiotrioatdihwas DO.

8 For more information on criminal justice reform legislatiseeCRS Report R4424&entencing Reform:
Comparison of Selected Proposdly Jared P. Coland Charles DoyleCRS Report R44497Zhe Sentencing Reform
Act of 2015 (H.R. 3713): A Summaby Charles DoyleandCRS Report R4408Risk and NeedAssessment in the
Criminal Justice Systenby Nathan James

2 U.S. Government Accountability OfficBureau of Prisons: Growing Inmate Crowding Negatively Affects Inmates,
Staff, and InfrastructureGAO-12-743, September 2010.

VCongress f unatibnsthB@Rktve accoynts: Salaries and Expenses (S&E) and Buildings and Facilities
(B&F). The S&E account (i.e., the operating budget) provides for the custody and care of federal inmates and for the
daily maintenance and operations of correctiondlfaci t i es, regional offices, and
DC. It also provides funding for the incarceration of federal inmates in state, local, and private facilities. The B&F
account (i.e., the capital budget) provides funding for the construatinew facilities and the modernization, repair,

and expansion of existing facilitie&ppropriations foBOP going back to FY1980 are provided in thppendix.
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1980 apBO@&pricatmitends ffoar 15% of the total amc
2006 %t was

Select Policy Options

The growth in the federal prison population over
increexpeghkyve federal prison system that 1is ovVve
mi ght not be staffed at an optimal level. Congre
of federal inmates either 1in tthyey ochantgixntg otfh e xd
policies.

Continuing or Expanding Current Correc

Under the umbrella of continuing existing polici
related to the burgeoning federal prison popul at
prison system, (2) continuminngg,t o( 3i)n vpelsatc iimg rmneohraeb
private correctional facilities, or some combina

Expanding the Capacity of the Federal Prison

Arguably one of the most straightforward approac
numbere rofl fiedmates i1is to expand the capacity of
choose to mitigate some issues related to federa
fundiBiQR swl d expand prison capactiet yand parldpeevrilay e
maintain existing facilitiescabhadehpawresiaddiof onh

prison system might help reduce overcrowding, it
be ready to aCocnegpcth eiensneast etso. alpfpr opri atBOB unding f
infrastructure, 1t could be several years before

Ther ebemasyome concern that Congress might 1invest
e xpanBdOBngcapathtd pmids on pop.ulTahtei omu mbielrl odfr ofpe d e r
inmates has decreased in c/DE®BH Bfebt hseco ,p atshte tfweod efri

prson system is still Sohpoeurladt iGiogn garte s2s3 % heovoesre ctaop a
scale expansion of prison capacity, and the pris
bedspace BORDbDdech loanme of 5 Exsp aonlddienrg fparwioshd nfl icea p a c i
generefhyre more mai ntsetsabdniicnen datnido sn eteod shaifgehleyr o p e
Critics contend that expanding the capacity of t
growth of the lfactdicoonaé phe s earspopptSh8ls policy opt ]
resolve the issue of the rising cost of the fede
However, alternatives that would reduoévehe fede
prosecuting fewer people in federal eceutthey prov
served apergnopfiiodntheir sentences, putting mor e
or placing more offenderesr wins isome Hffos@ehkdr «sosmmdn
take any of tshceaslee setxeppasn,s iao nl aorfget he federal pris
to manage the effects of an increasing prison po
public safetyh€ohgrappropriate the funding neces

1 For more information oBOP s a p p r o pGRS RepartiR4248@ppeopriations for the Bureau of Prisons
(BOP): In Brief by Nathan James
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12 Doris Layton MacKenzieWhat Works in Caections: Reducing the Criminal Activities of Offenders and
DelinquentNew York: Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp.-331 3 , h e rWhat Warl& in Earrections”

13 Steve Aos, Marna Miller, and Elizabeth DraEwjdencebased Public Policy Optiento Reduce Future Prison
Construction, Criminal Justice Costs, and Crime Raféashington State Institute for Public Policy, Olympia, WA,
October 2006.
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Placing More Inmates in Private Prisons

BOhas placed an increasing share of federal 1inme
the growth in the federal prison pPdRpudldaetriaoln . Con
inmates should be housed in private facilities a
and potentiall reducing the cost of operating t
undBQB jurisd

owth 1n the number of 1 nmates hel

y
ictionilktslgdnsnr acdywtasaedt sfiacicl tthe e a
r
eing placed in Residential Reentry

However, the g
more 1inmates b

Mo st BQPe si nhneal d icnt iporniavla tfea cciolrjrtercel st i azreen loof W esnedceur rs
The debate about whether to house inmates 1in pri
framed by two overarching questiomate@Gl ptcanl pmwi
and 2) can private facilities provide services
public institutions?

BOBttempted to anwwth twesevdh€e6tiomsiofial he
Institutwhorh( W@k )aoparataead asacility as ™a part of
One e valTuCalt iaonnd otfhr e e s'3wmisl acro nRIQR tfeadc iblyi tAibets As s o
while anot her B®®s Ocfofnidcuec toefd Rbeys e ar ¢ H.uaBadtomst he Al
found that TCI was cheaper to oper BtOP on a per d
facilities, but the two evaluations offer differ
operating TCI a$¥Theptrwoapei mashetdiadfbdbmsefio concl
economier eoafl iszceadl eby TCI and differenc®s in how
Both analyses found that TCI had an assault rate
expected based oni ntnhaet ec opnoppousliattiioonn so,f biutts s o did

14The conference reporti(Rept. 104863 for the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act, 19R.1.( 104208
incorporates, by reference, language from the Senate répRet. 104853 to accompany the Senate committee
reported version dfi.R. 3814(104" Congress), that requir@OPt o u n d e 1yaampkisen pfivatizagion
demonstration pr oj e cBOPbultinvaft] CAiThegTaft Coreectiénal ¢nstitution ig stilt h a t
operating as a prate facility. After the contract with the Geo Group expired in 2007, the contract was recompeted and
it was awarded to Management and Training Corporation.

15The three similar facilities included in the evaluation were FCI Yazoo City, FCI Elkton, arfeoR@st City.

16 The Abt analysis concluded that the average per diem cost of incarceration for the threpeBA&d facilities in

FY1999 was 18.9% greater than the per diem cost of incarceration for TCI; in FY2000 it was 20.0% greater; in FY2001

it was I7.5% greater; and in FY2002 it was 14.8% greater. In compaBgoRanalysis concluded that the average per

diem cost of incarceration for the three BO®erated facilities in FY1999 was 4.0% greater than the per diem cost of

incarceration for TCI; in FYQ0O0 it was 5.4% greater; in FY2001 it was 0.3% greater; and in FY2002 it was 2.2%

greaterGerry Gaes, “Cost, Per for man cNJJISutnal doi 253 (Mdrah 8008),9.t Pr i son P
33.

Y“Economies of scale” seginafficienaylofippductientthatmccompaniestekpandedn ¢ r e a

production. In economic terms, this means that the average cost of the good produced decreases and production

increases because fixed costs are shared over an increased number of goods. IB@Resafiation of TCI,

economies of scale” would refer to the decreased per pris
costs over a greater number of inmates.

18TCI had on average 300 more inmates each year than the threep@@fed gsons, which means that TCIl was
able to take advantage of economies of scale that decreased average tteBOReanalysis, the researchers adjusted
for these economies of scale by estimating what expenditures would have ktbelBfP facilities if they had prison
populations similar to TCI. In addition, the Abt analysis assumedtB&would not provide many resources to

113

support TCI’s operations, resulting in a TITheB@e amount of s
analysis assumeatatBOPwould continue to incur some overhead expenses related to overseeing TCI. &Gfich,
included a 19-12% overhead rate initsanalysise r r y Gaes, “Cost, Performance Studies

Pr i v at NIZ dournalna. 259 (March 2008), p. 34
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BORbperated facilitiesopear athed sftaraddiyl i(ttth eh aod har aBJS
similar to what would have been expected). Howev
in TChower¢ikely to use drugs than inmates in ot
escapes from’dansddwer ¢ hpge f iamd thydetayro vpeerr iao dr.o ulgnh 1 y f
compaBiO#mand, t hree escapes from a secume prison dni

oB®OPRas operating over 100 facilities at the ti

-
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Research that reviewed the results of state and
generally found that 1t 1s questionable whether
sevices provided by private prisons afQne omparab
of the first studies to quantitatively summari ze
privatization efforts found that regardless of w
operated, the economage, odnisd cstchceu,rpittiye ol pervieslo nwe r e
significant deter minadTthe ofe steha cdhairds]ylctphmacul ghhide i
specific privatization policy altetéinguivhsnmayhe
responsibilptysofismaoaghagprivate sphere 1s unli
financial burden on?fhaite comckecsiomalabadgehsed
literature on privatization.““hmtt lprdiszataipygns iva, t
provides neither a c¢clear advantage nor disadvant
Neither cost savings mnor improvements 1in qualit.y
privat#¥Hoawewenr., even though bypshsstadihe momited
met hodologically sound evaluwuations, these evalua
described above, namel vy, what costs are consider
privatciomadtdi dmwer correctional costs.
Placimgi mmates in private facilities could helop
without the neesdcaloe ienxvpeasnts iionn ao fl afregdkeeral prison
capacity through contracting forrngddngionaldbgids
Congress the flexibility to reduce capacity 1if t
However, research suggests that moving federal p
control the rispngsonss$ygsbdpéd&mthAl fedemadi um and h
e mostPamBOWdedess inclined to place medium and
i e facilities Congress might also consider

dle rpar i s on population in tBORaws tleedy odfi rpercitv aotvee
er #thleaydaoyerations of private facilities.

©c =T -
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BTravis C. Pratt and Jeff Meffactive ThanPublicePrisBnsd AvMetaalysiPof i s ons Mor e
Evaluati on R eCsimeaandDblingsengywdl.ids, no, 3’(July 1999), pp. 3531; Dina Perrone and

Travis C. PrthetQuality of Confimgment ana Qesffectiveness of Public Versus Private Prisons: What

We Know, Why We Do Not Know MoThePrisormnJoutnah®h83,me. 3 (Septertber Fr om He r
2003), pp. 308322; Brad W. Lundahl, Chelsea Kunz, and GyndBr o wn e 1 1 , -analysis af Cost,and‘QaalitiMe t a

of Conf i ne meReseardhondSoaabWork Practjc®l. 19, no. 4 (July 2009), pp. 3894.

XTravis C. Pratt and Jef f Meffactive Than‘PabticePrisBnsd AvMesaalysiPof i s ons Mor e
Evaluation R eCsimeaanddblingdiangwdl.i4s, no, 3’(July 1999), p. 367.

21|pid., pp. 367368.

22Brad W. Lundahl, ChelseaKunz and Cyndi Br o vanalydislof Cost and Quality of Cdnfinerdéntt a
I ndi c Reaseanchon Social Work Practje®l. 19, no. 4 (July 2009), p. 392.

23 Data provided by the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons.
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Changing Existing Correctional and Sert
the Prison Population

Policymakeconmighktr aheo her they want to revise s
made to federal criminal justice policy over the
has resulted in an increasing numbkd CGdngfdender
decide to change federal criminal justice policy
federal prisons, policymakers might start by con
length of their sentences

Changes to ManhthamoPgnMities

Th &J. S. Sent enc iUSgS)€onnen iusdseido nt h(a t , in part., mand at
have contributed to the growing federal prison p
mandatory minimum penaltyid¢so smhowlged bher gpoavit dd od
prison population. Allowing defendants to be sen
could allow for more individualized sentencing,
punishment usines atnhatr rraegyf loefctvaa imdbdrdes nuanced an
culpability. Opponents of widespread use of mand
a blunt instrument with which to defcerrmianien a pr o
mandatimmriynumm provisions apply too broadly, are s
prescribed minimum penalty for the full range of
particular "®Alismonattosthe u¢etent thhavenandatory m
contributed to sentence inflation as a result of
sentencing guidelines, repealing some mandatory
time inmates serve in federal prison.

Proponents od tshe ac¢fonmamdat ory minimum penalties
Cousr tr u I8QILIVHIGE 6WDWMHVAY i % RRINHDQQR Yy 8QBFWIgEG 6 WDWHV

.LPEURXJK Y 8FIWwhHG BWDWHVered the sentencing guide
Congress has a responsibility to set minimum pen
judicial discretion, t eby preventing unwanted
mandatory minimum pena es prdamdatse uvmiafnsrpmirteyn ta
predictable outcomes, a hi g®hAelrs ol,e vsehlo uolfd t r u't
Congress choose to rep some or all mandatory
h

relinquish their abili atescorgtrvel fohecamoann o

20—
g e85 ~o0
—_ ==

Even if Congress chooses not to repeal any manda
review current mandatory minimum penalties to en

24U.S. Sentencing Comission,Report to Congress: Mandatory Minimum Penalties in the Federal Criminal Justice
SystemWashimgton, DC, October 2011, p. 345 ¢ r ¢ i Manélatory Minifhum Penalties in the Federal Criminal
Justice Systeth

25543 U.S. 220 (2005).
26552 U.S. 38 (2007).
27552 U.S. 85 (2007).

2Erik Luna and Paul G. CaGaxlazd law Revievoln32, na. b(Septenber2@1@),401 i s m, »
11.
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(2) narrowly ftyitor¢those @appbnuwdens who warrant s
applied ¢onsistently.

Alternatives to Incarceration
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31 1hid.
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33 |pid., p. 318.
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34 A class A felony is an offense where the maximum term of imprisonment authorized is life imprisonment or death. A
class B felony is an offense where the maximum term of imprisonment authierZggears or more. 18 U.S.C.

§3559(a).

%518 U.S.C. 83561(a).

%Joan Petersilia, “Community Corr ect CrinaandPuBlicRolicged.i on, Parol
James Q. Wilson and Joan Petersilia (New York: Oxfanvérsity Press, 20, p.519% er einaft er, “Communi t

Corrections: Probation, Parole, and Prisoner Rg@nt

"Administrative Of Dide Yofu tKheo wd. § mpCdwmomsnent Costs 8 Ti mes
June 18, 2015 (documeon file with authoy.

38 Commuiity Corrections: Probation, Parole, and Prisoner Reentry, pp5%21For more information on the use of
risk and needs assessment in the criminal justice sysem@RS Report R4408Risk and Needs Assament in the
Criminal Justice Systenby Nathan James

39 pid., p. 522.
40 pid.
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“Kevin McEvoy, “HOPE: A Swift K dourGaéno.269i(MarcP20i®x e 7s for Pr ob .
42 Community Corrections: Probation, Parole, and Prisoner Reentry, p. 524.
“Sam Dolnick, “As Escapees StNewYonk Tidgsiune 17 20P2¢pnAll Business Th:

44U.S. Department of Justice, Office of the Inspector Genaalit of the FEGHUDO % XUHDX RI 3ULVRQVY &RQWU
and Management of Residential Reentry Centeuslit Report 1220, Washington, DC, March 2012.

45 Funding for this program was discontinued after FY2004.
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46 Federal inmates who are eligible for parole (i.e., inmatateaced before November 1, 1987) can be released after
serving onehird of their sentences (if sentenced to a term of incarceration greater than one year) or after 10 years if
sentenced to life or a term of incarceration over 30 years. However, thecsegiteourt could designate a minimum

term of imprisonment the defendant would have to serve before being eligible for parole. The minimum term of
imprisonment designated by the court could be less, but not more, thénrdref the sentence imposed. The

sentencing court could also fix the maximum sentence to be served, at which point the inmate could be released on
parole. 18 U.S.C. §84205(a) and 4205(b), as it was in effect before being repealed by 8P.8(98473

47 Matthew R. Durose, Alexia D. Cooper, and Howard N. Snyder, United States Department of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistic®kecidivism of Prisoners Released in 30 States in 2005: Patterns froma2205Q NCJ 244205,

April 2014. For a summary of this study and other studies on recidivisi@R8&Report RL3428ffender Reentry:
Correctional Statistics, Reintegration into the Community, and Résigiby Nathan James

48 What Works in Correctiong. 310.

49 |bid.
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50 Community Corrections: Probation, Parole, and Prisoner Reentry, p. 524.
51 What Works in Correctiong. 318.

5218 U.S.C. §3624(b)(1).

5318 U.S.C. 83621(e)(2)(B).

“Dora Schriro, “Is Good Time a TheRederallSénteacihg Repofenla2d,t i t i oner ’ s
no. 3 (February 2009), p. 181.
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5528 U.S.C. §994(t).

%Stephen R. Sady, “Second Look Resentenreauof@Prisasnader 18 U. S. C
Policies That Re s uFederaliSenter@ingReponenla2d, ne 3 (Februasy2009), p. 167.

57U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Pris@@npassionate Release/Reduction in Sentence: Procedures for

Implementation 018 U.S.C. §8§ 3582(c)(1)(A) and 4205(Byogram Statement 5050.49, p. 1.

58 BOPmade changes to its compassionatease policy asapartbfOJ > s “Smart on Crime” initiat
the compassionate release policy were also made inresponsetd an©ff o f t he Inspector General’ s
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p r i o rRafadl lemaitre5 HDO 'UXJ3ROLF\5HIRUP '2-9V 1HZ &ULWHULD, RQ &RPSDVVLRQ/|
Executive Office of the Risident, Office of National Drug ContriBolicy, August 12, 2013 (documeon file withthe

authol.

59 |bid.
80 |bid.
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61 Lindsey DeversDesistance and Developmental Life Course Theories: Research Suyrbh@&rpepartment of
Justice, Office of Justice Progna, Bureau of Justice Assistance, Washington, DC, November 9, 2011, p. 7.

62 Under §231(g) of the Second Chance Act of 200E.(116199, BOPwas directed to conduct a g@ilprogram in

FY2009 and FY2010 whereby eligible inmates would be placed on home confinement for the remainder of their
sentences. Inmates eligible to participate in the pilot program were 65 or oldeiphet or nonsex offenders; not

serving a life entence; severed the greater of 10 years or 75% of their sentences; did not have a history of escape or
escape attempts; and were determined to not be at risk for recidivism. The Government Accountability Office (GAO)
reported that of the 855 inmates whapked for the pilot program, 71 (8.3%) were determine@8yPto have met the

criteria for the program and were eventually placed on home confinement. The GAO noted that as of June 2012, none

of the inmates placed on home confinement had recidivatedlated the terms of release. Howe\BQP reported

that it did not save any money by placing elderly inmates on home confinement; BO&seported that it cost

approximately $540,000 more to place the inmates on home confinement. The GAO contdB@Fthet c oncl us i on s
might not be a reliable indicator of the potential cost of the program should it be continued or expanded. First, while
BOPknows what it paid RRCs to monitor inmates placed on home confineB@Ridoes not know the exact cost of

home onfinementBOP negotiates with RRCs to provide supervision of inmates placed on home confinement. RRCs

are paid a per diem rate to house an inmate and they are paid 50% of the per diem rate to supervise an inmate placed on
home confinement. HoweveBOP does not require RRC contractors to separate the cost of home confinement services
and RRCs bedspace, B@Pdoes not actually know the cost of home confinement. Second, some of the costs of the

pilot program would have been incurred regardless be&DBgs currently authorized to place all of the inmates in

the program on home confinement for up to six months. Government Accountability ©fieral Bureau of

Prisons: Methods for Estimating Incarceration and Community Corrections Costs and ReswtEloietty Offender

Pilot, GAO-12-807R, Washington, DC, July 27, 2012.

63 These offenses are trafficking in various controlled substances (21 U.S.C. §841), possession of certain controlled
substances (21 U.S.C. §844), attempt or conspiracy to violate éedsabstance provisions carrying mandatory

minimum sentences (21 U.S.C. 8846), smuggling controlled substances in violation of 21 U.S.C. §8952, 953, 955, 957,
or 959 (21 U.S.C. §960), and attempt or conspiracy to violate the controlled substance ipgrogfexisions (21

U.S.C. §963).
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64 CRS Report R4132@ederal Mandatory Minimum Sentences: The Safety Valve and Substantial Assistance

Exceptionsby Charles DoyleSee also U.S. Congress, House

Committee on the JudMiangatory Minimum

Sentencing Reform Act of 1994 accompanyi.R. 3979 1039 Cong., 29sess., March 24, 1994, H.Rep@3-460

(Washington: GPO, 1994), p. 2.

Paul G. Cassell and
Reporter vol. 23, no. 3 (February 2011), p. 222.

6 Ibid., p. 225.
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67 Statement of Eric E. Sterling, Presitlefithe Criminal Justice Policy Foundation, U.S. Congress, House Committee
on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland SeMaitgatory Minimums and Unintended
Consequencesiearing orH.R. 2934 H.R. 834andH.R. 1466 111" Cong., ®'sess., July 14, 2009, H.¢ir11148
(Washington: GPO, 2010), pp. +145.

68 E. Ann CarsonPrisoners in 2014U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, NC248955, Washington, DC, SeptemBed5, p. 12.

69 Christian Henrichson and Ruth @eky,The Price of Prisons: What Incarceration Costs Taxpayéesa Institute
of Justice, New York, NT, January 2012, p. 2.
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Appendix.Sel ect BOP Data

Table A -1. Number of Inmat es Under BOP -V - X U LV @rdRh& NiknBer and
Capacity of and Overcrowding in BOP  Facilities

Appropriations amunts are in thousands of dollars
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Appropriations Prison Population Prison Facilities
Salaries Buildings
Fiscal and and Over -
Year Expenses  Facilities Total Institution Contract Total Number Capacity crowding
1980 $323,884 $5,960 $329,844 24,268 372 24,640 41 3 3
1981 351,759 10,020 361,779 26,195 118 26,313 43 23,648 119%
1982 378,016 56,481 434,497 28,133 2,398 30,531 43 24,072 17%
1983 412,133 66,667 478,800 30,214 3,002 33,216 43 23,936 26%
1984 464,850 47,711 512,561 32,317 3,478 35,795 43 24,874 30%
1985 536,932 86,043 622,975 36,001 4,329 40,330 46 25,532 41%
1986 561,480 44,082 605,562 41,506 4,549 46,055 47 27,7853 49%
1987 656,941 219,249 876,190 44,194 5,184 49,378 47 27,854 59%
1988 772,013 297,076 1,069,089 44,142 6,371 50,513 52 28,143 57%
1989 962,016 612,914 1,574,930 51,153 6,609 57,762 58 31,727 61%
1990 1,138,778 1,511,953 2,650,731 58,021 6,915 64,936 64 34,239 69%
1991 1,363,645 374,358 1,738,03 64,131 7,377 71,508 68 42,531 51%
1992 1,649,121 462,090 2,111,211 70,670 9,008 79,678 69 48,527 46%
1993 1,793,470 339,225 2,132,695 79,799 8,766 88,565 72 57,610 39%
1994 1,962,605 269,543 2,232,148 85,850 9,312 95,162 75 64,751 33%
1995 2,319,722 276,301 2,596,023 90,159 10,799 100,958 83 72,039 25%
1996 2,546,898 334,728 2,881,621 94,695 10,748 105,443 86 76,442 24%
1997 2,748,427 435,200 3,183,627 101,091 11,198 112,289 91 83,022 22%
1998 2,847,779 255,133 3,102,910 108,207 14,109 122,316 92 86,051 26%
1999 2,888,858 410,997 3,299,850 117,295 16,394 133,689 94 89,581 31%
2000 3,111,078 556,780 3,667,853 125,560 19,565 145,125 97 94,927 32%
2001 3,469,739 833,822 4,303,561 130,327 26,245 156,572 100 98,425 32%
2002 3,805,118 807,808 4,612,926 137,527 25,909 163,436 102 103,262 33%
2003 4,044,788 396,632 4,441,420 146,212 26,287 172,499 103 105,193 39%
2004 4,414,313 393,515 4,807,828 152,518 27,377 179,895 109 108,537 41%
2005 4,571,385 205,076 4,776,461 159,501 27,893 187,394 116 118,652 34%
2006 4,830,160 99,961 4,930,121 162,514 30,070 192,584 114 119,510 36%
2007 5,012,433 432,425 5,444,858 167,323 32,697 200,020 114 122,189 37%
2008 5,346,740 372,720 5,719,460 165,964 35,704 201,668 114 122,366 36%
2009 5,600,792 575,807 6,176,599 172,423 36,336 208,759 115 125,778 37%
2010 6,106,231 99,155 6,205,386 173,289 36,938 210,227 116 126,713 37%
2011 6,282,410 98,957 6,381,367 177,934 39,834 217,768 117 127,795 39%
2012 6,551,281 90,000 6,641,281 177,556 41,131 218,687 118 128,359 38%
2013 6,349,248 95,356 6,444,604 176,849 42,449 219,298 119 129,726 36%
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Appropriations Prison Population

Prison Facilities

Salaries Buildings

Fiscal and and Over -
Year Expenses  Facilities Total Institution Contract Total Number Capacity crowding
2014 6,769,000 90,000 6,859,000 172,242 41,907 214,149 121 132,803 30%
2015 6,815,000 106,000 6,921,000 165,134 40,589 205,723 122 134,470 23%
2016 6,948,500 530,000 7,478,500 3 3 3 3 3 3

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons.

Notes: BOPdid not provide capacity and overcrowding data for FY1980. Appropriation amoufiashle A -1
include all supplemental and reprogrammed appropriations and any rescissions of enacted budget authority, but
they do notinclude rescissions afnobligated balancEsom FY1980 to FY1995, funding for the National Institute
of Corrections (NIC) was included in a separate account. Since FY1996, funding for the NIC has been included in
the S&E account. Funding for the NIC for FY 19801995 was added to the S&E account to make funding for

the S&E account comparable across figeakrs. The FY2013 enacted amount includes the amount sequestered

per the Budget Control Act of 201(P.L. 11225).
Capacity and overcrowding were calculated based on single cell occupancy

Includes $26.1 mitin appropriated from the Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund.
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